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BESTRACT

COUNMTERMARCOTICS CAMPAIGN PLAMNING--A BASIS FOR SUCCESS OR A
MALAISE FOR THE MILITARY? By MAJ Michael F. DeMayoc III, USA
43 pages.

This movicograph examires the validity of the comparisow
betweer, the U.S. irvolvemernt ivn the Vietrnam canflict and the
crigoing war orn drugs. With the implosiorn of Soaviet—-styled
conmunism, marny American have come to view illicit drug use
ard the viclerce it fosters as the greatest threat to the
U.5. Sivice the mid-8a's, the U.S5. Goaverrmernt has eniacted
legislaticrn and adopted a strategy to iviclude military
support iv this war effort. Some polemicists and political
sciertists have beern oritical of the militarization of U.S.
proagrams, and compared them to the U.S5. experierce in
Vietwnam.

The mcricgraph fivrst establishes the livnkape betweer the
strategic, operatiomal and tactical levels of war. Iv doing
=, the moricgraph relies on the classical theocrist, Carl von
Clausewitz, whase triviitarian nodel and ceviter of gravity
coricept are essertial to this preparatiorm. For doctrirnal
consarnanice with Clausewitz' model, the nmnoncograph uses the:
Weirberger Doactrivie o "The Uses of Military Fower,” as well
as TRADCOC FAM 11-9 avd EM 1@Q@-5. The riext twe sections
dissect both the U.5, involvemernt iv Vietwnam and the war on
drugs using the theoretical ard doctrivial framework
previcusly laid cut.

The mencgraph concludes that there is a scund basi= to
compare U.S. involvemernt iv Vietriam with the war ov drugs.
U.S. strategic thirkivg in the war on drugs remains flawed.
The implications for failing to address the true center of
gravity of the drug war——-domestic demarnd for illicit
narcotics——may be disastrous for the mnation. Forturiately,
senicr U.S8. military leaders remaivr steadfastly cppcosed to
expanding the military's role i the war on drugs.
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ABSTRACT

COUNTERNARRCOTICS CAMFAIGN FLANNING-—A BRSIS FOR SUCCESS OR A
MALAISE FOR THE MILITARY? By MAJ Michael F. DeMayc III, USA
43 papges.

This moricgraph examirnes the validity of the comparison
betweers the U.S5. involvement in the Vietrnam conflict and the
ongoing war on drugs. With the implosion of Soviet—-styled
communisn, marny RAmericarn have come to view illicit drug use
and the viclernce it fosters as the preatest threat to the
U.S8. Sivice the mid-8@'s, the U.S. Goverrmert has ernacted
legislation and adoapted a strategy to iviclude military
support iv this war effort. Some polemicists and political
scientists have beews critical of the militarization of U.S.
programs, and compared them toc the U.S. experierice in
Vietwnam.

The moricgraph first establishes the livikage betweern the
strategic, operational and tactical levels of war. In doirng
so, the movcgraph relies o the classical theorist, Carl von
Clausewitz, whaose trinitarian model arnd ceriter of gravity
corcept are essential to this preparation. For doactrinal
consomnance with Clausewitz' mcodel, the mcoricgraph uses the-
Weiriberger Doactrivie on "The Uses of Military Power,” as well
as TRADOE £#AM 11-3 ard M 1@@-5. The riext twce sections
dissect both the U.S, involvemernt ivn Vietwriam and the war on
drugs using the theoretical ard doctrinal framework
previcusly laid cut.

The morcgraph covnicludes that there is a scund basis ta
compare U.S. invalvement in Vietram with the war orn drugs.
U.S. strategic thirnkivng in the war orn drugs remains flawed.
The implications for failing tc address the true center of
gravity of the drug war——-domestic demard fcr illicit
narcotics——may be disastrous for the mation. Forturately,
seriior U.8. military leaders remain steadfastly coppased to
expandivig the military's role in the war on drugs.
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SECTION 1. INTRODUCTION

The implosion of Saviet-style communism over the past six
years has elimimated the fourdatice of forty-five years of
Cald War plarming. The demise of the comfortable paradigm of
East-West confromtaticn, too often viewed by the Urnited
States in stark ideclogical terms, has urwveiled a "realpoli-
tik"” view of internatiomal affairs. This realpclitik reveals
reborry nationalism to be risivg in mary countries world-
wide. Iwn scame countries, irridentist naticrialism presents a
sericus threat to peace and democratizatior. In ather coun—
tries, tramns—nratiomal economic interests confrant rising
rnatiomalism, resulting ivi a perceptionn by these populations
that their mnation's goverrment caﬁnot mariage its econcny.
Almoest imevitably thevw, ecoriomic protectionism asserts
itself as arcther variarnt of rising nationalismn.

Each of these riatiomalist terndevcies, irridentism and
protectionisn, bocdes ill for regionial stability. Neverthe-
less, they are the ratural products of the concluded €Cold
War. The rise of irriderntism among formerly suppressed
pecples is not surprising ard may lead to interviecivie border
wars in any number of world regiovnis. Likewise, the disap-—
peararnce of the powerful Saviet menace must be expected to
loosen the ties which bind western allies, especially
regarding ecoriomic protecticnism.

Neither of these nationalist terderncies appears to




threatern vital U.S5. interests now or in the near future.
Irriderntism ternds to be regionally loccalized far from U.S.
shores., Protectionism will likely comtivue to be addressed
diplomatically ard electorally. Towards what threat, then,
cani the United States fococus her military forces?

Coinciderit with the implosion of Scviet commurniism, marny
Americans begar to assess the "state of the union” in peri-
cdicals ard on talk shows. The explosicn of viclent crime in
America was highlighted in many media forums. Much of the
viclernt crime has beern accurately attributed toc expanding
illegal drug cperaticorns. By the mid-138@'s, a well develcoped
cacairvie trafficking rietwork was in coperation. It had evaolved
in the 137@'s, with its scurce primarily in the South Ameri-—
can Andear maticorns of Coiumbia, feru and Bolivia. The inward
focus of Americans (arcther by—-product of the Cold War) led
more of them, by late 1383, tc label illegal drupgs "as the
rumber—one threat to the country.”t It is primarily against
the cocaire cartels of these Arndearn nations that the U.S.
Goverrmert has directed its armed forces tc coperate.

At the goverrmerntal level, Presiderit Reagan, and later
President Bush, committed ever increasing rescurces towards
counitering the drupg threat. These rescurces came in mnany
forms——from a natioral “dvrug czar”, tc directing a greater
rocle for the U.S. military both in Latin America’s Andean
riaticris and inmterdicting drug shipmerits by air and sea. The

means by which the U.S. is approaching the drug problem
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continue tc be debated widely iv this courntry. The expansion
of the U.S. nmilitary's role ir what the President and the
media have dubbed, "the War ovn Drugs,” garnishes a huge
share of the debate. Some poclemicists and professionals have
compared the U.S5. approach to this undeclared "war on drugs”
to a similarly unsuccessful effort in Vietviam a quarter
century ago.

This moviograph shall examine the validity of this compar-—
isevm. I interd to iderntify the theoretical lirnkage between
the strategic, operational and tactical levels of war as
well as highlight the teriets of the Weinberger Doctrire. I
expect to show how the probability of success iv securing
U.S. strategic aims by direct military means is irvicreased
wher: this lirkage exists arnd the terets are met. 1 shall
ther utilize the case history of the Second Irdochirna War
(Vietrnam) to illustrate the plausibility of the conclusion
drawrs from theory and doctrirne. Thern, using the same criter-—
ia, I shall aralyze the "war" on drugs. I shall accompany mny
conclusions regarding this comparison with implicaticrns feor

the cornduct of the war on drugs.

SECTION 1. TH T N RINAL. FOUNDATIONS

The classical theorist, Carl von Clausewitz, established
a medel for the conduct of war. In the corcluding pages of

bock core, chapter orne of On War, Clausewitzs laid down the

3




model’'s foundationm. First, he stated, "war is rict a mere act
af policy but a true peolitical ivstrument, a contivnation of
palitical activity by other means.”"2® Second, he postulated
that war is always dominated by the interaction of three
domivant tendercies, “primcrdial viaclerce,...the play of
chavice. . .within which the creative spirit may rocam, and...
policy, which makes {warl subject to reason alone.”®
Clausewitz proceeded, within the context of these two
correrstores, tc develop his theocry for war.

The first of Clausewitz' corrmerstores demands a
"far—-reaching act of judgment” from a nation's political and
military leadership.® Success ivn war is more likely whewn
the rnation's leaders have clearly formulated the political
ains for which they will commit their country's rescurces.
This judgment is the stratepic level of war which cught tco
pravide the strategic wvision for war prosecution.s

Clausewitz states that the expenditure of rescurces by
either oppoviert in war is related directly to the impcrtarce
of the palitical aims ov each side.® These aims are the.pr¢~
duct of the interacticn of primordial viclerce, reason, and
chance—-—-the three domiviart terdercies within each natior.
That is to say, the irteraction which exists in every nation
among its peaple (econcmically, sccially, palitically, awnd
infaormaticnally), its govervmert, arnd its armed forces re-—
sults in a dymamic tensicrn whose procduct acts "like arn ob-—

ject susperded between three magriets."? The cornditions

4




withiri which these domirnant tendencies interact are rarely
the same within each adversarial nationi, sc that uricertain-
ty irntrudes upon the process. Each mnation remains uncertain
as to the cther's “strerngth of will,... character ard
abilitie=s."® These uricertainties regarding the product of
this dyrnamic tersicr withirn a given nation, ard the iumpact
aof that product ivm motivating the stratepgic aims of that rna-
tion, saw urcertairty regarding the level of effort ta be
made by an adversarial wnation. Nevertheless, a nation's
palitical and sernior military leaders must articulate their
strategic war aims. Yet these aiwms should remain constrained
by what a matior's pecople will support and by what its armed
forces can achieve.®

Froam these political aims, which are at the heart of
strategic vision, the rnation’'s military must deduce cpera-—
ticnal level abjectives arnd develop a plam for a campaign or
major operation which will attain those strategic war aims.
Accordivg to EM _103-5, "a campaign is & series of joint ac-
tioms desigried to attain a strategic objective, while the
coordivated actior of large forces ivn & sirnigle phase of a
campaigr is & major operaticrn. "*® The campaigrn {(cr major
cperaticorn) provides the lirnkage betweern the strategic war
aim and the cperaticrnial level coammarder who has beern allo-—-
cated the rescurces to wage war.®** In the formulatiorn of the
campaign plan, the operaticnal level commarnder faces three

issues:




(1) UWhat military cordition mnust be produced...to
achieve the strategic goal?
(2) What sequerce of actions is most likely to
produce that condition?
(3) How should the resocurces... be applied to
accomplish that sequernce of actions?®
Essertial ta answering these questiorns in the design of a
campaigr is the analysis which identifies the eremy cewnter
of gravity.

FM 1005 defivies the cernter of gravity as "that charac—
teristic, capability, o locality from which the force de-
rives its freedom of action, physical strerngth, o will to
fight.”"*® Clausewitz first labeled this term and refined it
to mearnn "the hub of all power arnd movement, orn which every-
thivg deperds. This is the point against which all cur ern—
ergies should be directed.”** Later in bock eight,
Clausewitz ties this notiorn of certer of gravity ta his
first prirciple of operaticnal plarmivig, “that the ultimate
substance of eremy strerngth must be traced back to the few-
est possible sources, and ideally to ore alore.”*T Destruc—
ticor of the erieny center of gravity should increase a na-
tion's probability of achievirmg its strategic war aims.

Orvice an ernemny's cernter of gravity is determnired, the
cperatioral level commarnder establishes the military cordi-
tiorns within which tactical enp-jemernts will be focught. Suc-—
cessful tactical erigagemenrts may offer opportunities for

cperational exploitation arnd the rapid attairment of the

riatiori's strategic war aims. With rapid victery ivn mind,
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Clausewitz added:

rc conquest can be carvied cut toc gquickly, and
that to spread it over a lornger pevriod than the
minimum needed to complete it makes it riot less
difficult, but wmore,1s

The waste of time by a stronger nationm may forfeit "special
advartages” to the weaker side, and ultimately rernder
success, by that strormger naticrn, inmpossible.t*”™

Turning to ocur own time, Clausewitz' triwitarian theory
survives in the cartext of an ongoing maticnal debate about
the use of U.S5. military power. Comivg to grips with this
issue several years ago, former Secretary of Deferse
Weinmberger asked himself a very Clausewitz-like question,

Urnder what circumstances and by what mearns dcoces...
Lour nationl reach the... decision that the use of
military force is necessary to pratect cur
interests or to carry cut our mational policy?’r:e

The terets with which M. Weinberger responded are, like his
questiorn, very Clausewitzian. The ccmmitmernt of U.S.
military forces must:

1. be to secure vital maticrmal strategic aims,

2. be with adequate rescurces toc achieve the
strategic aims,

3. be to achieve clearly defined political and
military aobjectives,

4. iviclude a conmtirual reassessment of the
objectives scought and the size, compositiow, and
dispasitiorn of committed forces,

S. be reasconably assured of congressicnial suppert
ard the support of the fAmericarn pecple,

6. assure that the commitment of U.S. foarces into
cambat is a last resort.®

The first teret correspords to Clausewitz' corncept that the
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decisiorn to wage war requires a “far reaching act of
Jjudgnerit” by a mnation's palitical and military leadership.=® .
Indeed, Clausewitz goes sc far as to say that rno nation
should prosecute a war without first possessing & clear un-—
derstanding of its aims and "how... [the nationl intends to
conduct ... Lf{the warl.”®* The second and fourth terete ad-
dress Clausewitz' roticr that the "scale of a nation’'s
effort” arnd the forces available "must be adegquate” to
achieve the aims desired.®* Teret three correlates directly
to Clausewitz' guidarice that the war's strategic aim must be
lirnked to its coperaticral cornduct.=? The fifth teret achkricw—
ledge=s the essential interplay of the three domninant terndern—
cies. Lastly, former Secretary Weirnberger's sixth teret un-
derwrites a furdamertal American attitude which can be fournd
ivi Clausewitz2' seminal st;temewt that "war is nc pastime...
it is a sericus mearns to a seriocus end. "®* Taken in its U.S.
coritext, this mears that U.5. military force will be the
final strategic policy course of actionn adopted by the U.5.
Gaoverviment.

Both Clausewitz and Weiriberger are providing important
guidarice to political and military leaders. Their theoreti-
cal covncepts ard doctrivial ideas tell natiomal leaders to be
wary of committing a rnation to war. A nation, by their
views, shculd take a systematic and reamsorned approach tco the
decisicrn to wage war. This decisicon must fully consider the

demarids of the theoretical and doctrirnal terets discussed




above. Iv doing so, the natior will ircrease its probability
af success in attaining its strategic war aims because the
reasoned dialogue leading to the decision should have ad-
dreszsed the urncertainties of the body politic within that
nation.™™ To examine an historical case where this consider-—
atiorr was applied this moncgraph will dissect the American

invalvenent ivn Vietwrnamnm.

SECTION T1I. VIETHMAM CASE STUDY ItLUSTRATION.

Anmerica’'s vital mational interests during four and a half
decades of the post-WW Il era were tied, inexcrably, to the
Ccld War. They evalved ocut of Gecrge Kerman's 1947 article,
"The Scurces of Soviet Conduct,” arnd were reinforced by the
"wha lost Chinma"” debate which followed iwm the wake of Mac's
success in 1343. That poalicy became kricwrn as "Cormtaiviment, ”
viewed a morclithic coammurnist block bent on the destructiow
of demccracy arnd world hegemaorry, and ultimately fournd ex-—-
pression ivi NEC 68.2% An examirmaticor of the trinitariarn de-—
bate cowvicerning U.S. ivvolvement in Vietrnam ocffers a useful
way to exanine the thecretical admonmitiorns of Clausewitz and
Weinberger, as well as how U.S. strategic aims related to
operatiornial cbjectives there.

Overshadcwing the pragmatism of Truman's Secretary of
State, Gecrge C. Marshall, was his Urndersecretary, Dear

Achesori. Achesorn was supported by his persuasive Assistant




for Far Eastern Affairs, Dearn Rusk. The ivnwvasion of Scuth
Korea ivn Jure 195Q covifirmed this group's belief in morncoli-
thic comnmurnism. Together these mer persuaded Fresidernt
Trumar arnd the U.S5. Cornpgress that the civil war in Irdochina
had “beeri captured by the [Scvietl FPolitburc” amnd was "part
of arn irternatiomal war.”®™ Thig was in cantravention of
1948 departmert estimates "that "the Vietrniamese Conmmunists
are rnct subservient' to Kremlin directives."®® Yet the nore
current positiorn held sway. As President Truman stated, "we
were seeing a patterm in Indochina timed to coirvcide with
the attack in Korea as a challerige toa the dHesterw World."®®
Ivi fact, NSC documents 48/2 (Dec '43) ard 64 (Feb 'S@)
cutlined:

It is importarnt to U.S5. security irterests that zll

practical measures be takern to prevent further

cammunist expansiorn in Southeast ARsia. Ivdo-China

is a Rey...and is under immediate threat.*®
Thus, Trumarn's Administration established the strategic xim
which would domiviate the U.S. for nearly half a century.

In fulfilling its strategic policy of worldwide communist
conitaiviment the Trumari adwmiriistraticn begar military aid tc
those nations which it viewed as beivig at risk. This view of
moviclithic commuriism seems to have led to programs of "ivn-
stivictive support... everywhere...without much regard for...
arid. . .with little kricwledge of the Indochivia situatiorn. "3t
I Indochirvia this irnmvolved the establishment of a U.S. mili-

tary assistance and adviscry group. During the Truman years
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this MAAG was primarily responsible for logistic suppoert to
the Frerich, as they retaivied the training arnd cperational
migsicns. By the time of the cricsis at Diembienphu, however,
U.35. support grew to providing three-fourths of Frerch
costs. ®® Evern woarse though, the U.S5., quite urkrnowingly,
became "tarnished with the same stamp as Frernch colonial-
ism. "*2* Nevertheless, this support to Frarnce iw Indochina
was viewed as vital toc sustain Western =sclidarity in a
Eurape confronting the Scoviet threat.®<

The 1954 Frernch orisis at Diermbienphu triggered the
dialaogue which would try to match U.S. cperaticrial actions
with U.S5. strategic palicy on Indochina. The impernding
Frerich debacle fallowed scarcely fourteen months into the
Eiserhower Presidercy, and less than a year after the U.S.
cernicluded truce talks betweer Scuth arnd North Koerea. Secre-—
tary of State Dulles' preserved the idea of monclithic com-
munism while fretting that the Frernch would default Indo-
chima tc the Urniited States. 3 The Joeint Chiefs were divided,
with Admiral Radford ard Geveral Twiniwg favering strategic
bombing support for the French, while Gereral Ridgway op-
posed any direct military acticr o the asiarn mainland. It
was at this time, ir March 1354, that the army chief of
staff stated that "Indochina is devoid of decisive military
abjectives' ard...'wcoculd be a sericus diversiori of limited
U.S. capabilities.”"® Nevertheless, cther factcrs weighed

irtce the balavrice arnd sustaivned U.S. policy ties to Scouth
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Vietnamn.

Irnn the early 135Q's, same prominernt U.S. citizerns had
formed favorable impressions of Ngo Divih Dien, a former and
future key leader in Scuth Vietriam. This marn, characterized
as "an ascetic Cathcolic steeped iv Confuciarn traditionm, a
mixture of mormbk and mandarin, ” spert over twoe years in Amer—
ica.®*” Prior to his departure in May 1955, he had befriewnded
Senators Marnsfield arnd Kernedy. Mr. Diem had argued his
anti-communist, arnti-Frevich colomialist position to each of
these Americawns arnd gained vocal allies.*®

Ivi July 1954, the Scaviet brokered Gerieva talks over Iwndo--
china divided Vietnamn, emplaced Ngco Dinh Diem as Prime Mini-
ster in the south, and assured Frevrich security forces in the
scuth urtil natiomnal electionis could be held in July 1356. 3%
Over the rnext ter months "cther factors” played an important
role in U.8. strategic policy making for Sautheast Asia.

Despite their internal diviszion over employing mnilitary
power to aid the Frerich, the Jairvit Chiefs cpposed any
assumpticn of a larger U.S5. preserce in Scuth Vietriam. In
this cpposition, they were affirmed in late 1354 by General
J. Lawtor Collins whose assecsswernt of Diem declared that he
arid his goverrnmerit were "hopeless. ”"*® The State Department’'s
opposition tc the nilitary view was seconded by the influer—
tial Seriator Marsfield. By incsisting on support for Diem,
Dulles alieriated the fFrevich, who alsc viewed Diem as a

loser, ard triggered their complete withdrawal from Irndo-—
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chirna earlier than scheduled. President Eiserhower, who
seemed to be keernly aware of the recessity for balarnce among
the dominant terdercies of Clausewitz' trinity, would neot
consider amy urnilateral U.S. intervention cutside of a
strong allied coalition or without Congressicrial suppeort.«t
However, he chose a middle course ard contirnuwed aid toa the
Diem goverrnment.

Early in 1955, the Eiserhcower Administraticon scught to
fulfill strategic policy by asscuming responsibility to train
the Army of YVietwmam (ARVN). Over the rext four years, the
U.S. MAAG organized and trained ARVN to coppose a conventiorn—
al ivivasion from the rnorth. Many of the U.S. advisors sent
to Vietrnam weve nct prepared for their MAARG duties. They
rieither possessed language skRills wcr did they receive any
ather training which wauld familiarize them with Vietwam's
history and culture, much less the rnature of the struggle.
Sinmilarly, ccurnterinsurgency trainming was igrnored. Yet the
U. 8. MARG persevered and accomplished its wission, which was
to train the ARVN to repel a cormventiorial attack from the
riarth., *®

Corncurrernt with this U.5. MARG preserce, the Viet Ccong,
as a part of phase I-protracted war, aorganized its insurgent
political infrastructure iv Scuth Vietrnam. The National
Liberaticrn Front (NLF), the VC pclitical arm, began cpera-
tions ivn the socuth in 1358. By late 1359, civil and parami-

litary forces had provern soa ineffective against the expand-
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ing, phase II-VC insurgericy, that ARVN units were needed to
fight it. However, in spite of the widening ivndicatioris of
protracted insurgercy war, the U.S. MAARG steadfastly dis-
courited the VC impact irn the scouth. Traiwiwng for counterin-
surgerncy war was rneither the MAAG's mission nor part of the
U.S8. Army's cperational corcept for waging war. In Vietnan,
as Presidernt Kermedy assumed office, U.S. strategic contair-—
ment policy was linked to the U.S. Army's cperational visiaorn
aof fighting a converntional war to repel communist invaders-
-rot to fight a courterirnsurgericy war.*?® The U.S. Army
failed to urnderstand the true rnature of this war.

The arrival of the Kermedy Adninistraticrn, in early 1361,
brought a ycuthful President with a predisposition to sup-
port Diem. This predisposition was reinforced by events
prior to his election and early inm his administration. Pre—
sident Kermnedy had beer roughly handled during the election
campaign by his copporent for being "saft on Communism”.
Coupled with his embarvassmert at the Bay of FPigs and the
bully boy tactics emplcyed against him by Soviet Gereral
Secretary Khrushchev in Vierma, JFK was determired tcoc "wmake
.o« [AMericanl power credible,” and he judged that "Vietrnanm
«ss Lwasl the place” tc do it.** Additionally, JFK surrcurded
himself with advisors who gererally corncurred with him on
Vietniam issues. Besides key aides like his broather Robert,
Secretary of State Rusk's team, Secretary of Deferce

McNamara's "whiz kids”, and Vice President Johnsorn headed
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the list of "hawks” who agreed that the U.S. nust face down
morclithic communiist hegemony iv Southeast Asia. In fact,
JFK terded to reinforce this attitude withiv his entourage
by the rough hardling he gave to thoase who disagreed.*® In
spite of the strategic comsistercy to contain communism in
Scutheast Asia, cperaticmal implementation of this strategic
aim remaived unclear.

s a former U.S5. Senatcr, JFK was aware of the évents avid
acticons of previocus administraticorns in.coming to grips with
the communist threat in Vietriam. Dissatisfied with the lack
of success, he was arkicus to take actionms which would offer
the U.5. more flexible mearns to respond toa this threat. A
"flexible resporse” would require a clear picture of the ;i~
tuaticnm, amd a military iristrument capable of implemenrting
policy. As the situation was urmclear to him, Fresident
Kennedy dispatched several adviscrs and friends to assess
the Diem goverrment.

The Marwell Taylor-UWalt Rostow fact—-finding missicon to
Vietwniam in October 1961 recommended a gradual ivncrease in
U. 8. preserce. Taylor judged that additicral U.8. aviaticon,
logistic, ard advisory persormel and equipment would =tiffer
the resclve of ARVN, while raising U.S. participation tc are
of "limited partrership.”*® This recommendaticn was rot re-
ceived well by the JCS8 ard Secretary McochNamara. They felt
that Taylor's prapesals could rot be decisive, sc recocm-

merded that six U.S. divisiong be sernt ta Vietriam.*7 The
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corwverntional opevratioral corvicept of massive firepower and
mcbility domiviated the JCS, while ary rnoticrm of gradualism
was arathema to the nmilitary Chiefs.
In November, shortly aft;r the Taylcr—-Rostow missiorn, '
President Kermedy dispatched his close friernd ard Ambassador
tca India, Johvn K. Galbraith, to Saigori. Ambassador Galbraith
was rnct samguirne about the position of the Diem goverrment.
Galbraith's report praferred that "if the.nRVN were well-—
deplayed cn behalf of ar effeqtive govervment it should be
cabvicous that the Viet Corip would have ric chance of success
ar takeaver., "e®
Scarcely a year later, an urieasy Presidernt asked his old
friend ard majority leader, Seviatcr Marsfield, tq nc to
Vietvriam. Like JFK, Marsfield had beew a Diem suppovrter;
however, the Sevate leader returvied as a changed marn. His
assessment was "brutally frank”. Despite severn years and
cver two billicm U.S. dallars spenmt, "substantially the same
difficulties vemain if, indeed, they have rict beer cowmpcund-
ed.” His recommerdations included
a careful reassessnmert of American interests in
Scutheast Asia to avoeid a deeper U.8. irnvalvemernt
ire Vietnam, where the primary responsibility rests
with the South Vietrnamese themselves. He warred: it
is their courtry, their future thgt is at stake,
rict ocurs, "

Irdeed, Gervieral Collin's 1935 view that Diem was "hopeless”

was rniow beirg ackrniowledged by the President's clase frierds.

Despite this advice, JFK remaired steadfast. Like Presidernt
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Eiserhower before him, JFK was averse to alievating hise
adviscrs., Committed ta his poalicy aims, althaugh not
prepared to commit U.S5. combat divisions, the Presideni
acted upcr Taylor's proaposals. Thus he was reinforcing the
gradual irncrease ivn U.S8. military irvalvement which had
begurn urder President Truman, with orme importarnt differernce.
JFK loaoked fecr a specific military instrument which could
fulfill his strategic policy aim of cournterirnsurgency.

Kermedy's ermthusiasm for counterirnsurgerncy warfighting
was nct well-received by the armed forces, particularly the
army. The Mresident called for "a wholly differenmt Wind of
force, arnd... whally different kind of military traiﬂing..f
for a rew kird of threat which corverntional... {foarcesl
weren't ready to fight."=S® Ivn the face of this, the JICS
believed that the Presidernt "was oversold” oarn the cocunterin-—
surgerncy idea, that "any good scldier canm harndle guerril-—
las,” and "that the esserice of the Vietviam problem is mili-
tary. "™t This attitude was reinforced in the U.35. MANG.

In Vietwmam, Kermedy's dogmatic adherarnce to strategic
palicy coupled with the army's dogmatic adherance to corvern—
tional operaticnms resulted iw chacs. Throughcocut 13961, as
JFK's riew administration was cominmg ivn, Diem played off
British cournterirnsurgercy experts against the MAAG. In
Jarmary 13962, Diem implemernted his Strategic Hamlets pro-—
gram. The intert of thic program was the successive destruc-—

tion of VC infraztructure and stabilizaticon of pro-goverw-—
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mert elements ivn the hamlets. ®* MACY supported this so long

as ARVN could still corduct "offermsive coperations...to de-
stray VC forces.” "Racification” was "less important to
ccurnterinsurgercy operations tharn searching for and destroy-—
irg guerrilla forces and base areas."S3

Regirming in November 1361 arnd indeperdently of MACY,
4. S. Army Special Forces elements, under the auspices of the
CIA's Civilianm Irregular Deferse Groups (CIDG) propratn,
initiated sscondary, urnconventicnal warfare cperations in
an intericr provivice. The tactics used by the SF teams, with
the support of the ivhabitants of Darlac province, success—
fully applied the "cil spot” cocunterinsurgency mgthod. By
the end of 1962, the provirnce was securej however, iw MACY,
there was rno comprehensicrn of this success. What MACY did
uriderstarnd was that U.S. scldiers were working for the CIA
inn ever irncreasivng rambers. The anxiety this cauwsed resulted
iv MACY assuming corntrol and rapidly expanding the CIDG pro-
gram. The exparnsicon did wnct follow the "oil =pot” cournteriv-
surgernt pattern of "mutually suppertive village deferise sys—
tems, " rather it focused on "aoffensive cperations and...ber—
der surveillarce. " MACY refocuced SF cperaticns s that
detachmerits cccupied widely dispersed border cordon pasts to
prevernt infiltration and resupply from the north. By
November 1363, the success which had beern achieved was
crumblirg. Orce agairm, the army showed itself urnclear about

the pratracted insurgert nature of the war. 9™
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These examples show that during the Hermedy years, the
lirkage betweern the strategic policy aim of defeating commu—
rnism arnd the operaticrmal cbjectives which army comnmarders
chose to achieve thoase aims was tenéous at best. The U.S.
vy coamtributed to this failure by wot uwnderstarnding the
riature of irnsurgerncy war. Rather, the sernicr military lead-
ers persisted in their belief that the foremost threat was a
corvernticonal imvasicr from the vncrth. How did the Hermed:y
administration address their evidernt lack of s=ucces=ss? The
answer proved to become the diplocmatic madie of his presi-
derncy arnd embroiled the U.S5. deeper intoc this quagnmire.

J. 8. policy had supported Diem from 1355 despite ivicreas-—
ing evidence that his influernce in the nation was ever de-
creasing. Regardless of sage caunsel from close persamal
adviscors, JFK was wcot prepared to accept the fall of Scouth
Vietwmamn to coanmurnism and Americarn prestige with it. Iw fact,
JFK was determined to make Vietwrmanr successful, iv spite of
Diem. The averthraow of Scuth Vietmamese President Diem
became "de factac” U.8. policy after August 1363. Ambacsador
Herwy Cabot Lodge's= demand for support in caverthrowing Diem
was cabled toc JFH or 239 August 1363. Its verbage ard tone
captures the essevce of U.3D. =strategic dogna:

We are laurched on & course from which there is rno
respectable turning back: the cverthrow of the Diem
goverrment. U.S. preztige is...publicly committed

to this end,...and will becowe more sa as the facts
leak out., In a more furndamental sense, there is nc

turring back because there is no possibility...that
the war can be worn uwnder a Diem administryatiocn.se

19




The ccu~ plurnged South Vietrnam into iviereasing political

chaos. Complicated by JFK's assassination three weeks after-—
ward, U.5. strategic policy iv Scuth Vietnam became inentri-—
cably loacked in concrete. As the rew U.8. President, Lyndon
Johrnsorn soorn made it clear that "In Vietnam...Let no one
dcubt...that we have the rescurces and the will...as lcng as
it may take...we will Crncotl be worn dowrn, ror...driven
out."s’ How would JFK's successor reassess the RAmerican
"stake” in Vietrnam and could the U.S. wmilitary deduce clear-—
ly defired operaticnal cbjectives to achieve strategic aims?

Early in 1364, two MNMational Security RAction Memorawnduns
{MSAMs 273 and 288) reaffirmed LEJ's commitment to an irde-—
pendent, nonjcommunist republic,™® Irn light of the U.S.'s
deliberate, covert participation ivw staging the Diem ccup,
LBJ clearly felt the weight of mcral respornsibility to Scouth
Vietrnam, as alluded ir ambassador Lodge's cable. Yet LEBJS
dissembled throughout 13864, ard as he locked towards reelec—
tign irn November, evenrts in Scutheast RAsia cutpaced Rmericaw
decision cycles. =%

In early August two U.5. navy destroyers on electranic
warfare patvrocl were attacked by North Vietriamese patrol
ba@ts. Within days, the U.5. Corigress passed the Tankirn Guilf
resclution which granmted LEJ wide military flexibility in
Vietrnam. The Presidert aggressively had scught this symbolic
Cangressiocrnal support. In all of Cong%ess, arily twa serators

opposed the rescluticr. ®® Coupled with his crushing victory
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at the palls iw November, LBJ was spoiling for a fight with
the communists. However, despite his determination to pre-
vernt the communist takeover of the scuth, LEJ and his senior
advisors had nict yet clarified the military conditions which
would achieve the political aim.

In late November, 1364, the NSC principals met for LEI's
decisicn regarding the appropriate U.8. response to early
Neovember YC attacks on Ul. 8. installations irm South Vietnam.
LEBJ rejected the JC5 recommendation for a massive, sustairned
air campaigrn against the riorth. Rather he accepted & "Sug-—
gested Scenaric for Contrcalled Escalation,” which consisted,
iri early 13635, of two ;lasely marniaged aiv coperations, "Ear—
rel Roll” anmd "RFalling Thuvnder. "®* LBJ was loath to gquit,
but rieither did he want to brutally escalate the war.€* The
effect of this acceptarnce waz to insure "the piecewmeal ap-—-
plicaticr of airpower which lacked...mass, surprise, con—
sistericy, ard sustaivned...'" purpcose.®?* Once again, the U.S.
leadership demonstrated its irability toc accept the insur—
gerit nature of the war, or the conditicrs which would
achieve the strategic aim.

The pericd from March to July i965 denmornstrates a similar
shortfall in linking operaticmal cobjectives to military evd-—
state conditicorns which would achieve the strategic aim. Iw
early March, LBEJ upbraided the Rrmy Chief Gerneral H.K.
Johnisarn with an urnceremonicus demand for him to "go get some

answers"” about winning the war.®% The Army Chief's tvrip to
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Vietram left him even less sariguire about the praspects for

victory. The heart of his trip report was a question which
attacked the core of U.S. strategic policy. He wrote:

a palicy determnimatiors must be made in the very

riear future that will assure the questioan: What

sthculd the Vietrnamese be expected to do for

themselves ard how much more must the U.S.

contribute directly to the security of Scuth

Vietnan?es

The Secretary of Defernse's curt answer was scrawled at
the bottom of Gereral Johmsorm's memc: "Falicy is: anything
that will strergthern the GVN will be sent. ”®® McNamars un—
derstocd LEBI's interticors to beat the communiste in Vietrnanm.
Late this.same morith, Gereral Westuorelard ;ubmitted his

estimate of the Vietriamese situatior. The MACY commarder
deduced that he wcould be able to exhaust the North Vietwa-—
mese ard corwvivice them to cease theivr support of the insur-—
gerncy in the south. He believed that "...air strikes agairst
NVN will, in time, bring about desived results. "7 These
"desired results” were the cessation of insurgercy support
avrd, "hopefully,” insurgericy cperations. Tied to this was
Westnoreland's request for several more battalions.
Mearwhile, Ambassadcor T#ylor had seer the palitical abyss iwn
Scuth Vietnam, and riow was oppoesing the direct invalvement
of U.S5. ground forces. Likewise, the CIA director argued
that the U.S5. would get stuck "irm & war it could rict win, "<e

Siwnilarly, domestic pressures were meunting uwpowe LEJ.

Seriators Church and McGovern were cpposed, and Sevator

22




Fulbright, chairmarn of the foreign relations committee, who
was so key iv the passage of the Tormkin Gulf resclution ad-
vised "that & ‘massive ground and air war'...would be &
‘disaster’ for the U.S."®? In spite of the grourdswell op—
posing deeper commitmert, LEJ was determired:

rict...to. .o cut on Vietwnam...the church is o

fire aver there, ard we've got to find a way cut

««e«there's ricbody over there to regotiate with...

the anly thing...to do is ta hang on. And that's

what I'm going to do., 72
Clearly, LBJ was determired tco z=tay on his policy course.

Irn early May, Gereral Westwmoreland provided his campaign
plan for operaticns to Secretary McocNamara and the JCS. It
ernvisioned the exhausticr of the eremy through large scale
search and destroay coperaticns which would defeat the VC ard
reclaim provirncial territories to the GYN. In time, these
operations would "demcrnstrate YVC failure in the scouth...
fandl break the will of the DRV/VC by denyirnig them vic-—
tary.”"7* This would accomplish the aim of a campaigrn of ex-
haustiorn—-—to bring the eremy to the regotiating table.

Orne morith later, the MACY commarder submitted his vequest
for forty-four battalions for his operaticorns. Within a week,
LBJ had acceeded to Gereral Westwmoreland's request and gave
the guidarce that U.S. operaticns should offer "the maximnum
protecticn at the least cost” arnd that the "war must be caoan-—
ducted withcut yoing all cut.”"™® By early Jurne, 1965, the

173rd Airberre Brigade had beern or the ground iw Vietnam for

cver a month, making it morve likely that direct combat with
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U. 8. Army forces was immivernt. ™

Ini July, Gereral Westwmcrelard called for a force level of
2@, Q@ men with which to prosecute operations. 7° Previous-—
ly, the JCS had accepted RArmy Chief Gereral Johvison's posi-
tion, that the war cculd rnot be won without reserve mobili-
zation. They remained aghast at the prospects of limited
war, so continued to pressure the Deferse Secretary for full
mobilization. He agreed to support both Gerneral
Westnoreland'= request arvd the JCS position to the Presi-
dernt. 7= On the 2Z2nd, the MNSC met, yet again, to come to
grips with the mobilizaticn issue. As this meeting adjourrn-—
ed, LBJ had "left the distirict impression” upon the JCS
"that he had decided toc mabilize the mationm for war.”"7® The
JC5 was satisfied that the Fresident's moabilization would
assure support for the war, as well as the mearns to fight,
wir, and get ocut. Warning corders were iszsued to the 1st
Cavalry Division for deployment tc Vietwam. However, that
very weekend LBJ met privately at Camp David, with Secre-
tary McNamara, Clark Clifford and Supreme Court Justice
Arthur Goldberg. Eoth Clifford and Goldberg were steadfastly
apposed to mobilization, which was tantamournt to a declara-
tiorn of war. LBJ returried from Camp David cpposed to mobili-
zatior.™™ In armouncing his decision not to wmobilize, but to
apprave Gerweral Westmerelard's forece level regue=st, LBJ com-
mgtted Americar scldiers to a gradually escalating, limited

war. Ter years arnd 58,000 lives later, the "last” American
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officials were lifted from the U.S. embassy roof and
departed Vietram. How does this case study illustrate the
ceviclusions drawn from theory arnd doctrine?

Ivi spite of the consistent strategic policy aver four
aduninistrations, the U.S5. did rict do the really "hard
thinking” required to determine if a ron-cammurniist Indochina
was truly a vital raticrmal interest.® The ever—irvicreasing
rnumber of promivient Americans opposing Vietrnam policy, even
befare August, 1365, is sufficiernt tc cast doubt upon U.S.
aims iv Indochina. Therefore, it remains doubtful that the
U.5. fulfilled the first essential part to the "far-reaching
act of judgmernt” anq former Secretary Weinberger's firet
teret. A mori-cammunict Vietrnam wmay rnot have beert a vital
rnational interest.

The U.S. did wiot urnderstand the protracted insurgency
natwre of the war. Therefore, it failed ta fulfill the
second essential part to the "far-reaching act of judgment'--
~determining how the U.S. would cornduct the war befocre ern-
gaging iw it. This failure to link the strategic aim with
cperational cbjectives is alsa a failure to meet the thirvd
teret cutlined by Weirnberger. No political o sernior mili-
tary e¢fficials could defire achieveable military cbjectives
which would attain the strategic aimn.

The U.S. regularly re—assessed its objectives in Vietram
with relation ta the farces and rescurces reguired. However,

the effect of thecze assessments was the gradual escalation

25




of U.S. mer and materiel. This 1-:4 to the piecemealed ivico-—-

hererce of cperatioral plarmns and actions. The previcus fail-
ures cutlived above could not be redeemed by gradual esca-
lation in am effort to attrit a mis-urderstood ervemy. Siwmply
put, the force brought agairst the VC insurgency was rot
decisive.

The Tonkirn Gulf resclution and a landslide victory in the
1764 presidential elections appeared to constitute both
coangressicral and public support for the war. Indeed, had
the U.S. succeeded there would nct be much to discums, but
there was much hard work dovie behind that facade of support.
First and foremost, the Torkin Gulf rescluticorn was & legis-—
lative referendum orn the deferise of U.S. national "hornor.”
Secondly, it was the result of an incumbert president's
desire tc appear decisive amidst an election campaign. In
1364, anly two members of cornmgress would oppose the presi-—
derit. Regarding the presiderntial electicrs, ore may view LEJ
as a liar for pledging "that we are nct abocut to send
Americar boys...to do what Asiare boys cught tc...for them—
selves. ”73 At a minimum, American popular support is always
conditioral. The U.S. failure tao livk strategic aims with
achieveable operatiornial cbjectives merely assured that the
fourdaticon of popular support was built upon sand.

Lastly, the gradual escalation of this war irnsured that
U.8. forces were in harm's way long before tiiey were "the

last resort.” The responsibility for training and equipping
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ARVN by the Eiserhower Rdninistration set the conditicoms for
this. The large increaée in advisor strergth after the 13961
Taylor—Rostow visit virtually guaranteed it.

In covmclusion, this example——the first fifteen years of
the U.35. experiernce in Vietvnam——-coffers the military campaign
plarmer "fertile” ground. It is illustrative of how nilitary
forces may become evmeshed when "hard thinking” and "criti-
cal amalysis” fail to predomiviate at the cperaticvnial and
strategic levels of war.

Turving to more recernt evenrts, it has been widely accept-
ed by mcast quective observers that the U.5. has learned
from its Vietwam experience. These cbservers view the ful-
fillmernt of the "Weirnberger Manifeste” in Fanama and the
Fersiam Gulf as havirmg set the corditicons for victory.®® But
do these eiamples show that we really have learried the
lessons of Vietviam completely?

To answer this gquesticrn, I shall niow examine the naticnal
orisis colloquially kriown as the "war on drugs.” 1 intend to
assess the U.S8. conduct of thisgs "war” to determnirne if it has
set the cornditicrms which will increaze the probability of

SucCcess.

SECTION IV, THE "WAR ON DRUGS”

In his nearly inimitable faczhior, focrmer President Reagan
declared "war on drugs” in the early 138Q's. The exparicicon

of riarco-trafficking intca the U.S. to satisfy the apparently
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insatiable demard of U.S. rarcotic consumers seemed almost
insurmauntablé. Follsters ard pundits alike elevated the

drug scourge intco the public conscicusress, which quickly
became a ;larion call for decisive goverrmental action.e*

Through the first half of the decade, the Reagarn Rdmini-
stratior cbtairved authorizatiornn for budget irncreases to
fight the drug plague. Mcst of the increase, almoest 4 bil-
lion dallars by the erd of his presidency, resulted from the
passage of succeeding pieces of legislation——the "Anti-Drug
Abuse Acts of 1986 and 13988, "**® These legislative acts ve-
quired increased U.S5. military cooperation and support ta
U.S. law enforcemert agercies (LEAs) for this war. These
Acts alsc reflected the grourndswell of Congressional support
te militarize the war on drugs. Boath the Preszidernt and
Corigress accepted the riction that going after drugs at their
scurce would be arn effective way to reduce the scourge.®®
However, goverrnmerntal actioms for which this legislation
appropriated furds had yet to be liviked ta a unified stategy
for fighting this war.

FPresiderit Bush first unveiled his unifying “Naticrmal Drug
Contral Strategy” (NDCS) to the wationn in Septemnber 13893,
Subsequeritly, this has been followed by anrual update, "con-
paricr” NDCS editions. The strategic aim of the NDCS was
firet articulated by the Presidernt in his 1939@ NDCS cover
letter. Here the Presidert stated his principal goal of re-—

ducing "the level of illegal drug use irn America."®** PFre-
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viously the 1383 NDCS had declared that "Drugs are a major
threat to cur naticral security.”®S The 1931 NDCS5 doccument
cerntired this characterizaticor,®® fach editicon of the NDCS
has called for comprehensive measures to "exert pressure on
all parts of this problem simultarecusly,” becausze "re sin-—
gle tactic...alone...can work. "®% GDince ite inmcepticn, the
NDCS has highlighted the U.S. Govervrment's strategic aim; it
alsc provides the linkage betweers that aim and the cpera-—
tional abjectives which will lead to victory in this war.
Articulated in the irtroductcry chapter of the 1931 NDCS

are four operatiocvial goals which, whew met, are suppcosed to
attairn the Fresident's strategic zxiwm. These are:

1. tc restore crder and security to Qmerican

neighborhocds

2. to dismantle drug trafficking corganizaticns;

3. to help pecple break the habit of dvrug use; and

4. to prevernt those who have rnever used illegal

drugs from starting.ee
In order toc measure the effectiveress of thesze broad goals,
the Office of National Drug Corntroal Policy (ONDCP) has de-
vised "wine detailed goals and cbjectives, all with specific
and propertional targets. "®® The nine measures are:

i. curvrent overall drug use,

2. current adcolescent drug use,

3. occassional ccoccaive use,

4, frequent cocaivie use,

S. currernt adolescent cocaire use,

6. drug-related medical emergercies,

7. drug availability,

8. domestic marijuana praducticor,
3. student attitudes towards drug use. o™

These nivre statistical measures of effectiveress (MOEs)
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are crucial to the analysis of victory in the war on drugs.
Of the riivie MOEs, two——drug availability ard domestic mari-
Juaria production——relate to the supply-side of this war. The
NDCS declares that the eviderce iz "noct yet available” to
evaluate the results in these two categories, yet clcse to
severnty percent of counternarcctics furnding is focused on
them. ?* This is the “supply-side” of the war, in which the
DOD plays the lead rocle for detectiom ard interdiction, and
which daominates the naticrmal debate.

Recevit armny dcocotrime introduces Clausewitz' "center of
gravity” as a coricept that is supposed to aid military plan-—
rning. This corncept assists plarmmers in foocusing their re-—
scurces o that which will attain the strategic aim. It is a
covicept which was noctably absert during the Vietviam era.
Thecretically, thie is an impravement.

Irn developing campaigns (o major coperaticrms) in a joint
and irnteragerncy envircrment, U.3. efforts should be erienmted
upon the defeat of the ememy certer of gravity. As the "hub
of all power arnd movement,” the center of gravity is crucial
to the enemy's survival. ™ In thecry,

the ultimate =zubstarwce of ernemy strerngth nust be
traced back toa the fewest possible scurces, and
ideally to ore alore. The attacks on these scurces
muet be compressed intc the fewest possible
actions——agair, ideally, intc cre. Finally, all
mivicr acticrns must be subordinated as much as
poesible. ®*
Thus, if the U.S. is successful inm attackirng the certer

of gravity, thern it becomes more prabable that the eremy
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will suffer defeat., However, iderntifying the cernter of gra-
vity inm this war may ncet have aided in focusing the limited
assets available for prosecuticon. Let us examivne the "center
of gravity"” corncept as strategists have applied it toc the
war cn drugs.

The 13931 MNDCS iricorrectly idertified "that & point where
the drug trade is most susceptible to...disruptions ie its
crganizaticnal certer of gravity——the t-affickers' haome
courtry base of aperaticws.”®* The document further cutlined
thats

£ivi thel dismantling of majcr drug trafficking

crganizations...we must...be certain that we are

attachking the heart...rnot just its extremities.

Firal success depends upon identifying and destroy-—-

irng critical parts of the organizaticr that are

mest vulrerable: key perscorrmel, communicaticnms,

trarnspcrtation, fivnmanmces,...supplies arnd

equipmnernt. "9
A similar view of the certer of gravity im cournternarcotics
is offered by the Strategic Studies Institute,®® This view
seems to espocuse attacking every element of the trafficking
rietworts because the =ix item list is all-inclusive. No part
aof the narcoe-trafficking system is suggested to be more cori-
tical-—-"the ultimate scurce of eriemy strermgth’”-—-tharn arnc-—
ther.®? This "full court press”-like view of courmternarcaoa-—-
tics operations remains consoranmt with the NDCS's pasitiow
that this war must exert constant pressure on every part of

the illicit drug system. This approach, however, seems to

contribute to confuzican rather than clarification of the
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center of gravity. An example will illuminate this
confusiar.

In 1986, the DEN, irn cocperation with U.S. forces and the
Bolivian Goverrmernt, participated in Operation “Blast
Furviace. ” This was a five month "search avd destroy” opera-
tion to eradicate cocaime productiorn ard disvupt distribu-
tiarn from that courtry. "Blast Furnace" succeeded in disrup-
tivg Boliviaw rnavrco-trafficking operations, but failed to
denmcrnstrate that producticorn labs o coca supplies are cewn—
ters of gravity. There remains rno evidernce ta suggest that
"Rlast Furnace” had any impact uporn the domestic U. 5.
cocaivme market.®® A lessoan from "Hlast Furnace” should have
beernn that rneither productioh and proccessing labs, nor coca
supplies are centers of gravity. Additicormally, the ecoronic
malaise caused by this cperaticorn greatly embittered local
Beliviarms towards both their goverrment and that of the U.G.
If success iv the drug war results from corcentrating the
effects of combat power at producticon labs and coca supply
poirnts tco compel the srmemy to do ocur will, then "Blast
Furnace” was an abject failure.®®

Other ivdicaticns of the inccrrect identification of the
center of gravity im this war abound. Success in the late
1383 effcrt ta shut down Columbia’sz narcoe—traffickiwg was
shoertlived; withiv six nonths of the cperation's end, Colun-
biarnn producticrn had recovered to eighty percent of its pre-

vicus level. Narco—traffickers sinply had meved o shut down
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cperations ta wait it out. *2? Fycom 1388 to 133Q, the DEA
estimated a twoe hurdred and fifty percent increase of arrmusl
cacaine producticen in Latin America. *** During this same
timeframe, the LU.35. State Department's Inspector Gereral
cancluded "that U.5. effcrts iv the Andes ‘have had little
impact on the availability of illicit narcotice in the
Uriited States.' "o These indices of failure reinforce my
belief that U.5. rescurces allaccated toc fight thi=s war in
the Arndes carnnct urnbalance the evenmny's center of gravity.
Indeed, orne must lock elsewhere ta find the center of
gravity im the war on drugs.

In hisz 1393Q moncgraph, OCONUS Counternarcotic Cawmpaign

Plarming, Major Jim Horris made this prescient cbservation:
With the extracrdimary power of high demand coming
from cutside the theater, attackiwg the infrastruc-—
ture and production of drugs at the scurce is the
most direct, but alsc a short—-term scluticn. Regern—
eraticr of arny part of the irfrastructure is assur-—
ed a= long a= the demard exists. @3
The allusicns to "ertracrdinary power of demand” and "vegern-
eration ...cf...infrastructure” idenmtify the certer of
gravity. The "ultimate scurce of ernemy strerngth and power”
iz the seeming insatiable domestic U.S8. demand, ccupled with
the erncrncous finmancial stremgth reaped from it. Attrition of
Avdearn wnarcco~-trafficking infrastructure has ot and will not
dismantle the cartels. Why? Becauce the "ultimate substarnce

of [their] strerngth” is demarnd, nct plants. The war in the

Andear Ridge iz not focused againset the ernemy center of
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gravitys; it may be fcught agairnst a vulrerability or weak

point ivn the narco—industry, but it is rct aiming at the
cernter of gravity.

Cariducting this style of war may only produce the wastage
af limited U.S. rescurces. As the 1331 NDCS admnitse, the
eviderce doces rict demornstrate any sigmificant reducticn of
drug availability, despite the allocation of nearly seventy
percent of U.8. drug war dallars. In contravertion of its
cwrs strategy, U.5. actions are rot weighted agaivst the
P"heart" of this issue, but against "extremities. "1

Despite this reality, the U.S. continuwes tc militarize
the "war"” om drugs. Currently, DOD activity remaims highly
visible to the U.S5. public. There is alsc an ever present
tersiorn amorng U.8. adviscorsz in Latin America to "take
charge” of operaticne im crder ta accomplish the counterdirug
missicw. That "take charge” mind set is part of the Americarn
"warricr ethozs" which carn become manifest amorng advisces "in
caountry. " 2®S Where will this lead us to in the rear future?

The U.8. Military has steadfastly held its grournd against
expandirng ite leadership roale in this war on drugs. Yet,
there may be highly placed goverrment officials wha believe
that a wnified military commawnd could develop "a military-
style battle plam which waould help the aduinistraticn wage a
more effective campaigr, "*@® This zame article ancemyncusly
gucted "a sericor administration official” as saying, "I do

rict understand why... (the U.5. Militaryl can't act a little
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move forward—-locking. "*?7 The answer ta this official’s lack
of urnderstanding carn be found by scrne hard thinking about
the cbjective conditicms of this conflict, arnd a review of
the Weinberger Doctrine.

First, there is nc gquestiorn that illicit drugs pose a
debilitating threat to the fabric of American scciety. Thus
the MNDCS's strategic aim of reducing "illegxl drug use in
America” meets the requirement of beivng a vital naticrnal
interest and catisfies the guidance of Weinberger's first
teret, *@2 However, the rnature of the operational cbjective=
that, sc¢ far, have governed the war in the Arndearn Ridge are
rnict adequately chosewi. That is, attacks agasivist marco-traf-
ficking infrastructure-—communicaticnws, transportation, pro-—
ducticr, ard growth——have wnct comtributed to the destruction
of the "eremny” cernter of gravity. The irnability tc defirne
militarily sigrnificant cobjectives, that is, objectives which
directly contribute ta achieving the strategic aim—--the
reduction of drug uwse—-—results in a breakdown of Clausewitz?
cornerstoane admoniticor veqguiring “"the most far—reachirig act
of judgmert” by political ard military leaders. *®° While the
strategic aim is clear, there appears to be a de-coupling
betweers that aim and the selection of the operaticnal cobjec-—
tives which, whern accomplished, are suppcsed to attaiv that
aim. With 7@% of the resources allccated against 254 of the
objectiver, the preponderarnce «f U.S. rescurces are focused

against "extremnmities.” The "heart” of the problem beats on
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urnabated; the center of gravity is unaffected, ard former

Secretary Weirberger's third teret is unfulfilled.

The U.S. regularly re—assesses its commitment of re-
saurces to the war on drugs. The NDCS is praduced awnmiually,
as are budget appropriations for the war. Thus far, the
assessmernts have lead to the gradual escalation of support
provided to Andean nationms, with irneffective results. In
shart, the applicaticon of U.35. rescurces in the drug war has
rict beern decisive.

American popular support appears to back the Fresident in
the drug war. Marny Americarns believe that drug use and the
narcotics trade are a blight upor the rmatiorn. The=sze same
people accept the overseas actions takern by the UU.8. Govern—
ment iy this issue——to include the recent military cperation
ard resultarnt corwvicticon of Parnama’'s Marnuwel Noriega. Corn—
gress has reflected its willivigness to support the cverseas
effcrt as well. So lonig as the war remains limited armd the
expenditure of resources relatively small, it is likely that
public suppcrt will be retained. However, as this war wears
criy, arnd especially if irncreasing runbers of U.S8S. servicemen
car members of cther U.S. agerncies are killed in cocunter-—
narcctic's cperations whose abjectives will rict lead to
reduced drug use in the U.S5., thern the American public will
do some hard thirnking, thinking that military ard pcolitical
leaders should be doing row.

Lastly, everits assure that U.5. forces are in harm's way
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lang before they might be the last resort. The probability
of U.5. forces invoalvemernt, by design or by accidernt, has
alvready beer demcoristrated. First, the U.S. provided the
UH-6@ helicopters and a company-sized unit tco suppoart Opera-—
ticom "Blast Furnace” in 1386, *1?® Second, an Americarn air-—
crewnarn was loast and prezsumed dead after the C-13@ in which
he served was attacked by two Peruvianm Air Force jets over
irtermnational watersz o 249 April 1232, His plare was
repcrted to be an a countermarcatic's wission. 222 Awmericarn
servicemern arnd womern continue their suppocrt of Andean and

U. 8. Law Ernforcement RAgencies in the drug war.

SECTION V. CONCLUSIONS AMD IMPLICATIONS

The cbjective of this moncgraph has beern to systemati-
cally examine the validity of the comparison betweers the war
cr drugs and the Vietrnam War. While not analagous ivn every
respect, the dissecticrn of U.S. strategic aims arnd opera-
tional acticris as well as the Weiriberger Doctirive has pro-—
vided the framewcrk for this task. From this study df each
case, there does appear toc be fivm grourmd for a valid
COMpPAari scr.

First, in each case the strategic aim was clearly articu-
lated and essentially caoarnsisternt forr the duration of the the
conflict (the drug war i= ongaivg). The U.S. strategic aim
in Yietrnam was to defeat mocrclithic cammurniisn by sustaining

an independernt, rnorv--communist vepublic iv Scuth Vietwnam. In
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the war on drugs, the President has stated the strategic aim
of sigrnificantly reduced illegal drug use ivn the U.S. This
is the first correrstone in the "far—-reaching act of judg-
mert” by miaticral leaders bent on waging war.

The secord cornerstore of this judgment is a clear under—
stardirng by the naticrn's leaders about how the war will be
cornducted. Vietram offers & stark erample of how the
de-ccupling of the linkage between strategic and coperational
levels of war results in a malaise for the military and the
nation. Similarly, the war on drugs appears to be focusing
the vast preponderarice of rescouwrces against operaticnally
insignificant cbjectives.

The comparison remains valid from the perspective of
former Secretary of Deferise Weirberger's doctrirne, as well.
Each case presernted arn ackrniowledged vital naticna} interest,
in accord with the first teret. However, in both Vietram arnd
the drug war, a clear pclitical aim has rict beern translated
into militarily achieveable operatiovial objectives, a vicla-
tion of teret three. This alone provides a.sound basis for
cauticors by military leaders irteracting at the strategic and
cperaticrnal levels of war. Whers an operaticonal objective has
nce demoristrable effect ori achieving the strategic aim, then
it is impossible to deternivie the size amd coumposition of a
force sufficient to bring victory. In Vietwam, American
forces moved ever so ivicrementally from their support and

advisory vole ta that of the main effort. In the war aon
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drugs, U.S. military forces are still inm a suppert role, but
their first casualty has beer ccunted. It could be a slip-
pery slope shaould U.5. political leaders fail to acknowledge
the mature of thisz war arnd insist o a larger, mocre direct
U. 8. military vrole.

l.astly, American popular support remains ezsentisxl, yet
always conditicrnal. In Vietwiam, the Americarn public ard ite
elected representatives supported the strategic aim. How—
ever, such suppcrt fell away rapidly, whern it becawme clear,
albeit tco late, that the foous of the war effort would nct
gairm victocry. Similarly, direct U.S8. military actiorn in the
Arndear natione has been ineffective in achievivg the U. 5.
strategic aim of reduced drug use in America. Any effort by
U.S8. policy—makers to escalate the diréct irnvalivemernt of
U.38. forces in a drug war where their emplaymert could ncot
be decisive places at risk American popular support. How-—
ever, there may still be toc many high govervimert cofficials
who might be willing to plurnge their armed forces into a
deeper malaise.

The implications of this comparative study for the con-—
duct of the war on drugs are twafold. First, the U.S.
military's support role is rnct divected against the center
of gravity——domestic demard-—-ror shouwld it be. American
armed forces are ill-suited for such a task. However, core
must uwunderstarnd that the U.5. military, in support of cther

goverrmerit ard allied agerwcies, iz conducting a campaigrn of
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exhaustiorn against rnarco—traffickirng organizations, without
much effect. Iv short, the rescurces beirng expended by the
U.s. Goverrmernt tco fight this war in the Andearn Region will
nat be decisive.

Second, the U.8. NDCS is wvict properly weightirg what
should be its main operatiornal effort against the "eviemy”
center of gravity-—domestic demand. Only two of the NDCS's
cperaticnal objectives addresse this demard. There seens to
be a prevailing lire of thought that the "demarnd” prablem
may be isclated awnd addressed through "a domestic paolicy of
treatmernt, education, and urbars develcpment,"**® However,
such & limited view completely igricres the demard which may
exist in corporate Anerica, the entertairmert industry, and
pro’escioral athletics, to naﬁe but a few. High prafile drug
use may nict be in vogue, but the billioms of dallars reaped
by narco-traffickers carmct sprimg largely from U.S.
ghettos. The NDCS will rict succeed urtil this U.S. Goverri—
mernt, its institutions arnd scciety at large, are resclved ta
attack the center of gravity——domestic demand. Uritil thern,
the U.S. military is forturnate ta have leaders who remairn
steadfastly cpposed t& a greater military »rocle in this

malaise called the war on drugs.

40




ENDNOTES

* peter R. Avdreas, Eva C. Bertram, Morris J. Blachman,
and Kermeth E. Sharpe, "“Dead-Erd Drug Wars,” Foreign Folicy
85 (Winter 19391-92): 106.

®=Carl vori Clausewitz, Orn_War, ed. and trarns. Michael
Howard and feter Paret (Princeton, NJ: Frivceton University
Pfress, 1984), 87.

*Clausewitz, 89.

“Clausewitz, 88.

SH.S. Army, TRADOC Fam 11-3, Blueprivnt of the Battilefield

{(Fort Mora~ce, Virginia: Departuent of the Army, Training and
Doctrire Commard, 139@), 6.

€Clausewitz, 81 and S73.

"Clausewitz, 83.

aClausewitz, 58C.

®*Clarified iv discussion with LTC(P) Dubik, 13 AFR 92.

1®4.S5. Army, M _10@-S, Operaticns (Washington: Department
aof the Armny, 1386), 14,

T1TRADOEC Fam 11-3 (1392@), 6.

imEM_100-S5, 19,

L3 109-5 (1986), 173.
14Clausenwitz, S5395-596.
18Clausewitz, 617.
iaClausewitz, S538.
17Clausewitz, 537.

1eCaspar W. Weirberger, "The UsesQOf Military Power,”
Deferize, (Jarmary 1385): 2.

1%jeirnberger, 1@,

*eClausewitz, 88.

41




&sClausewitz, 573,
asClausewitz, 573, 3585, and S97.
*3Clausewitz, 81 and S573.
®sClausewits, 86.

asinstruction about the pdrpose and use of "Sccratic”
dialcgue by LTC(P) Dubik, 15 ARFR 32.

wame~, X (Gecorge Kermarn), "The Scurces Of Soviet Conduct,”
Foreigrn Affairs (July 13947): S7&.

wrStanley Karnow, Vietviam: A History (New York: The Viking
Press, 13983), 17@ and 173.

aaarriow, 171.

®=PDouglas Kirmard, The War Managers (Hanover, New
Hampshire: University Press Of New Ewgland, 1377), G.

BOK irvard, 16.

=:Bruce Ralmer, Jr., The 25-Year War——America’s Military
Role In Vietwniam (Lexingtorn, Kertucky: The University Press of
Kertucky, 1384), S. :

aaalmner, .6.

>apalmer, 175.

IsKarviow, 171.

I arniow, 202,

=‘K;rnow, 197.

I7Karniow, 213 and 217.

3aKarrow, 217.

avLarnow, 138-2Q4.

seKarrion, 22@; Palmner, 6.

~iKarriow, 1397 arnd 193.

“~aQvdrew F. Kreperevich, The Army And VYietviam (Baltimore,
Md: The Johns Hopkins Urmiversity Press, 1986), 22-24.

“3xrepeaviavich, 25—-26.

42




aaarvicow, 248,

*Sarrionw, 248 arnd 293. These examples discuss the
professicrial exiling of Chester Bowles and Faul Katteriburg.

~&Karriow, 252. Maxwell Tayler, Swords and Plowshares (New

Yerk: Da Capo Press, 139@), 238-244.
“7Karniow, =253.
~axreperievich, 63.
A arncw, 68.
seiireperevich, 3Q.
=ikrepenevich, 36-7.
saKrepenevich, 67.
SaKrepenevich, 63.
S+sKreperevich, 7.
-ssKreperevich, 7@-75.
S&Karnow, 283, discussionn of Diem coup 286-311t.
S7Karrnicow, 383,
saKreperievich, 33.
S arnow, 335.
seyrepernevich, 395; Karrow, 363-376.
&iMark FPerry, Four Stars (Boaston: Houghtor Mifflin

Company, 1983),145-146; see alsc, Kreperevich, 93; Falmer,
34-37.

S&Dprry, 146,

a3palmer, 37.

Sspm~ry, 148,

asSperry, 143.

S&Derry, 1473,

a7Kreparwvich, 1485.

43




aaKreperevich, 146,

amlarricw, 418.

TeKarncw, 418-—-413.

7iKkreperevich, 151; see alsc palmer, 42.
TaKrepernevich, 152-134.

T K reperevich, 156.

Tapalmer, 41%.

“Sherry, 152.

Taperry, 153.

T7Perry, 135G.

Tamac Tse—-Turmg, Selected Military Writings (Fort

Leavermorth, Ks: Cambat Studies Imnstitute, U.S. Army Commarnd
arnd Gereral Staff College, 1939@ reprint), 83.

T*Karnow, 335.

sacnpech of a recently retired U.S. Army four star gereral
ard former urnified command commander tc AMSE, 23 ARPR 32.

aipruce Michael Bagley, "The New Hundred Years War? US
Natiormal Security Arnd The War Or Drugs In Latin Americs, ”

Journal ¢f Interamericars Studies and World Affairs 3@-%
{Sprivig 1388): 173.

aspagley, “"New Hundred Years War,” 182.

a3ppter R. Andreas, Eva C. BRertram, Morris F. Blachmar,
and Kermeth E. Sharpe, "Dead—-Erd Drug Wars,” EForeigrn Policy
8% (Wirter 13991-92): 1@6-128.

s4sGecrge Bush, Naticoral Drug Contral Strategy (Washingtorn,
DC: Goverrmert Printing Office, 199Q): Cover Letter.

&3Gecrge Bush, Naticrmal Drug Contrel Stratengy (Washington,
DC: Soverrmert Priviting Office, 1983): 61.

“4Gecrge Bush, Naticgmal Drug Control Stratgogy (Washington,
DC: Goverrmert Printivng Office, 1391)2: 77.

“7Gecrge Bush, Natioral Drug Control Strategy (Washington,
DC: Goverrment Privting Office, 1983): 5 see alsc, Bush,

44




1393@ NDCS, 23 and 1331 NDCS, 2.

aapush, 133@ NDCS, (.

&%Rush, 19391 NDCS, 4.

@epush, 1391 NDCS, 4.

*i1Eush, 1931 NDCS, 4; see alsc Andreas, et al., 1@7; arnd
CNN crossfire interview with ONDCPR Chairmarn Bob Martivez, 1@
April 1932,

»=Clausewitz, S35.

»3Clausewitz, 617.

=spush, 19391 NDCS, 77.

*3Rush, 1391 NDCS, 11ie6.

waidilliam W. Merndel anmd Murl D. Munger, Campaign Plarnming

and the Drug War (Carlisle Barracks, Fa: Stratenic Studies
Institute, 13391), S

*7Clausewitz, 517.

»aJohn T. Fishel, Developing a Drug War Strategy—-Lessons
From Operatiors '‘Blast Furnace,'” Military Review (Jurne 1331):
61.

2PAMSFE course | notes, Semiviar 1.

1eanrdreas, et al, 1@3.

rerpyrdreas, et al, 148.

1eanrdreas, et al, 1@3.

183 James A. Horris, "OCONUS Cournterviarcotic Campaigm
Flarming, " (SAMS Moriograph, US Qrmy Command and Gevieral Staff
College, 193@), &4.

sespush, 19391 NDCS, 4 arnd 116.

sesInformal discussicons with a Special Forces Major,
recertly returvied from a 3 1/2 year tour iv Latinm America,
where he served with 3/78F and participated in "Just Cause,”
and cother deployments. This attitude was reflected by a USMC
guest speaker to AMSF,

t®@ahcuglas Jehl ard Rovmald J. Ostrow, "Ferntagow kills drug

war plar,"” Kansag €City Star (27 January 32), A-1.
45




to7Jehl and Ostrow, A—-1L.

1@eagush, 139@ NDCS, coaver letter.

1@e7Clausewitz, 88.

28 ichel, 61.

titlansas City Star article, &5 April 1392, A-1.
riaxvdreas, et al, 128; a similar perception to that

articulated by fArndreas, et al, was offered by arn AMSPF guest
speatker from the NSC in late April 1992.

46




BIBL IOGRAFHY
BOOKS
Clausewitz, Carl vaon. gn _War. ed. and trans. Michael Howard
and Reter Raret. Privicetorn, NI: Priviceton University Press,

1384.

Karricw, Stanrley. Vietrniam: B Histcory. New York,NY: The Vikiag
Press, 1383.

Kirmard, Douglas. The War Managers. Harnover, NH: Urniversity
Press of New Enmglard, 1377.

Krepenevich, Arndrew F., Jr. The Army arnd Yietvriam. BEaltimncre,
Md: Johns Hopkins University fress, 1386,

Falmer, bEruce, Jr. The 25 Year War: PAmerica's Role in
Vietmam. bLexiwngton, Ky: University Fress of Kertucky, 1384.

Ferry, Mari. Feur Stavs. Bostori: Houghtor, Mifflin Comparny,
13989.

Summers, Harry 6. Jr. On Strategy: A Critical Analysis of the
Vietram War. Novato, €Ca: Fresidic PFress, 1382.

Tose—Turng, Mac. Selected Military Writirvrigs. Fort Leaverworth,
Ks: Combat Studies Imstitute, 133,

GOVERNMENT FRINTING OFFICE BOOKS

Bush, Gecrge, Naticnal Security Strateny Of The United
States. Washirngton, DC: Goverrvmernt Priviting Office, 1331,

Bush, George, Naticmal Drug Conmtrol Strategy. Washivgtorn, DC:
Goverrment Frinting Office, 1383.

Bush, George, Naticrmal Drug Conmtroal Strategy. Washirgtorn, DC:
Govervmert FPrinting Office, 1990.

Bush, George, Natiomal Drug Conmtrol Strateny. Washirngtorn, DC:
Goverrmert Privnting Office, 1991.

Ikle!, Fred C. ard Wohlstetter, Albert J., Descrimivate
Deterrvernce. Washington, DC: Govervmert Printing Office,
1388.

Ikle', Fred C. and Wochlstetter, Albert J., Commitment To
Freedom: Security Assistance As A U, 5. Peolicy Instrument In
The Third Wcrld. Washingtoen, DC: Goverrmernt Frinting
Office, 17384. :

47




——

Muviger, Murl D. avrd Merndel, William W., Campaigrs Plarning And
The Drug War. Carlisle Barracks, Fa.: Strategic Studies
Irnstitute, US Armny War College, 1331.

FPowell, Colin, The Maticonal Military Strategy fcor the 133@'s
(DRAFT). Washiwngton, DC: Govervmernt Printing Office, 1991.

Fowell, Colin, The Naticrnal Military Strategy. Washingtorn,
DC: Goverrmert Privting Office, 1992.

US Armny. Stratenic Assessment (Counternarcotics)
{(Unclassified). Guarry Heights, Farnama: US Southern
Commarnd, 1331.

MANUALS

Us Army. £M 1885, Operaticns. Washington, DC: Departmernt of
the Army, 1386.

Us Army. EM 10@-2@, Military Operaticns In Loew Internsity
Comflict. Washington, DC: Departmerit of the Army, 1336,

UsS Army Training and Doctrirve Cammand. TRADOC Fam 11-3,

Blueprinmt of the Hattlefield. Fort Morerce, Va: Department
of the Army, Training and Doctrine Cownmand, 133@.

ARTICLES
Ardreas, Feter R., Bertram, Eva C., Blachman, Mcrris F., and

Sharpe, Kermeth E. "Pead—-Erid Drug Wars,"” Foreign Policy 85
(Wirter 1331-392): 1@6-128.

Ragley, Bruce M. "The New Hurdred Years War? US National
Security Avnd The War Orn Druges Ivs Lativi America,” Journal of
Interamericars Studies and Wcrld Affairs 38-1 (Spring 1388):
161-182.

Fagley, Bruce M. "Columbia And The War Oni Drugs,” Fcreigw
Affairs 67-1 {(Fall 13988): 7@-32.

EBagley, Bruce M. “Datelirie Drug Wars: Coclumbia: The Wrong
Stratepny,” Focreign Palicy 77 (Winter 1983-2@): 1T54-171,

Carlson, Craig L. "Measures of Effectiveress——The Key to a
Successful Naticral Drug Cormtrcl Stratepy,” Military Review
(Rugust 1331): 3@-34,

Fishel Johr T. "Developirng a Drupg War Strategy: Lessons fFraonm
Operatiornn 'Blast Furrace,'” Military Review {(Jure 13931):
61-63.

Fuss, Charles M. Jr, "Lies, Damrn Lies, Statistic=s, ard the

Drug War,"” Proceedirigs 115 (December 13983): 65-673.
48




Hertlivng, Mark . "Narcoterrcorism: The New Urcomventicornal
War,” Military Review {(March 133@): 1&6-28.

Jehl, Dcuglas and Ostvrow, Roviald J. "Pertagorn kills drug war
plar,” Kamsas City Star (27 Jarnuary 1332): A-1 and R-8.

Kermawv, Gecrge (M. X). "The Scources of Scviet Conduct,”
Foereigrn Affairs (July 1347):.

Kaltorm, Randy J. "Combating the Cclumbiarn Drug Cartels,”
Military Review {(March 1393@): 43-63.

Kordracke, Mortonm, et al. "The Capgurn Doctrine,” The New
Republic (31 December 13984) 3S-6.

Mabry, Domald. "The US Military And The War On Drugs In Latin
America, ” Journal of Interamerinan Studies avd Wcrld
Affairs 30-2&3 (Summer/Fall 1388): 33-76.

Mabry, Dorald. "Ardear Drug Traffickivwg and the Military
Option,” Military ~.view {(March 1339Q): 23-4@.

~ Ferl, Raphael F. "United States Intermational Drug FPolicy:
Recerit Developmernts ard Issues, ”_Jourrnal of Interamerican
studies and World Affairs 32-4% {Winter 193Q): 123-135.

Ffrosch, Geaoffrey G. and Zais, Mitchell M. "fAmerican Will and
the Vietriam War,” Military Review (March 133@): 71-84@.

Shultz, Gecrge, arnd Weinberger, Caspar. "Shultz vs.
Weiriberger—-—dher to use U.S. Power,” U.S. News arnd World
Repcrt 397-26 (24 December 1384): 20-21.

Weirnberger, Caspar W. "The Uses Of Military Fower,"” Defernse
{(Janmary 1385): 2-11t.

UNPUBLLISHED FAFERS

Horris, James A. "OCONUS Courternarcotic Campaign Flarming. ”
Master of Military Mt and Scievice Moricogragh, School of
Advariced Military Studies, US Army Commarnd and Gereral
Staff College, 133@.

Smith, Matthew L. "The War Orn Drugs——Cari Qv Operaticorial
Artist Help Wirn It?" Master of Military Art and Scienvice
Mornicgragh, Schoacl of Advarnced Military Studies, US Armny
Commarid arnd Gereral Staff College, 13873.

Van Drie, Mark L. "Drug Interdiction: Can We Stop The New
Pancha Villa?” Master of Military Art ard Scievice
Mcrviogragh, Scheool of Advanced Military Studies, US Army
Commard arnd Gevieral Staff Callege, 133@.

49




